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A B S T R A C T

The geography of work has changed dramatically over the past years. The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the 
flexibilization of labor, notably in spatial terms, but also in the way offices and other workplaces are organized. 
We discuss the role of new working spaces in the broader developments of digitization and flexibilization. The 
focus is on the factors behind the emergence of new workspaces and work models and their implications, 
including socio-economic inequalities. In particular, we set out a research agenda for studying the spatialities of 
new ways of working.

1. Introduction

Recent years have brought enormous changes in the organization of 
work, particularly regarding the places where it is carried out. The 
pandemic provided a huge boost to remote working and forced even old- 
fashioned organizations to allow their workers more freedom (Adrjan 
et al., 2021). Not only the workers themselves adjusted their behaviour: 
employers have accelerated their continuous reorganization and 
modernization of office buildings, and these more and more become a 
meeting place, with hybrid facilities and often with a smaller floor size 
(Boland, De Smet, Palter, & Sanghvi, 2020). When employees are not in 
the office, more and more of their work is performed from their homes, 
from recreational and entertainment areas, and also from collaborative 
spaces. Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, there had been a consid
erable upsurge of new working spaces, such as coworking spaces (CSs), 
makerspaces, hackerspaces and creative hubs. Aside from these spaces, 
which all have the purpose of facilitating work, many cafes and libraries 
have also become working places (Bilandzic & Foth, 2013; Bilandzic & 
Johnson, 2013; Di Marino & Lapintie, 2015). In addition, the number of 
digital nomads (Hensellek & Puchala, 2021) is increasing, and activities 
combining leisure with work are gaining popularity, leading for example 
to ‘workations’ (Vogl & Micek, 2023; Voll et al., 2022).

So far, research in this field has been mainly case-based. There is a 
growing number of quantitative spatial studies of one country (Bajada 
et al., 2024; Coll-Martínez & Méndez-Ortega, 2024) or city (Sutriadi & 
Fachryza, 2021; Tiwari, 2022; Di Marino et al., 2023). However, few 

quantitative large-scale studies of location factors of new working spaces 
have been conducted, and even fewer of those have looked at non-urban, 
peripheral areas (Mariotti, Akhavan, & Rossi, 2021; Méndez-Ortega 
et al., 2024). There is undoubtedly a need for research on post-pandemic 
multi-work arrangements in order to support spatial policies tackling 
economic and social problems of commuting, interregional migration, 
and rural development. Moreover, there is conceptual vagueness in the 
literature and in actual society as to the places involved in such 
multi-work settings (di Marino et al., 2018, 2024). Obviously, the 
traditional places where people spend their working time have moved 
beyond the office and their own home to third places (Oldenburg & 
Brissett, 1982; Oldenburg, 1989) – dedicated to work, but open to 
workers from different companies – but also fourth places: places not 
dedicated to work, but still used for it, such as trains and coffee shops. In 
real life many workers use multiple places, often even on the same days, 
and are digitally present in meetings elsewhere for some of that time. 
There are then no longer specific employees, firms, places or sectors 
where a certain place of work is the norm. That constitutes a break from 
previous traditions in the landscape of CSs, which originally hosted 
predominantly self-employed creatives, and saw themselves in this light. 
Currently, we see a large degree of ‘blandification’ (Shepard & Noonan, 
2018, p. 27), where coworking spaces become more mainstream, larger 
companies take over, and atmosphere becomes less important (la Fleur 
et al., 2022).

The main aim of this Special Issue is to gather current research on the 
changing spatial distribution of work places and arrangements, the 
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underlying and resulting policies, and the social and economic conse
quences of these spatial dynamics. Our contributors analyzed changing 
location patterns, revealed spatialities of remote work, identified loca
tion factors of new working spaces, and defined their economic and 
social effects across space. In this Special Issue the different authors 
address the following research questions. 

● where do we see shifts in the spatial organization of work? (RQ1)
● what new equilibria are evolving between working at the office, 

working at home, and working at new spaces? (RQ2)
● what are the factors behind the emergence of new spaces and 

working models? (RQ3)
● how important is co-agglomeration with other economic activities 

for new working spaces? (RQ4)
● do new workspaces serve to strengthen or eliminate existing socio- 

economic inequalities? (RQ5)

2. Changes of the organization of work

The Covid-19 pandemic gave a substantial shock to daily life around 
the world, and the immediate spatial consequence in many countries 
around the world was that of a lockdown, forcing all households to stay 
at home, and if possible, conduct their work from there. Over the years 
the pandemic lasted, measures were slowly relaxed in the spring and 
summer, and then tightened again as new waves of infections passed by. 
These lockdowns can easily be seen as classical Hägerstrandian au
thority constraints (Bohman et al., 2021).

Looking beyond the immediate effects of lockdowns, it is clear that 
for many workers, the transition to fully remote work had lasting effects. 
Of course, remote working, or ‘teleworking’, had already been on the 
agenda since the 1980s (Bailey & Kurland, 2002). Over the decades, it 
has been seen as a way to improve our mental health (Vesala & Tuo
mivaara, 2015), to manage our increasingly complex family life 
(Sullivan & Lewis, 2001), and to relieve traffic congestion (Hamer et al., 
1991). Yet these developments remained fairly limited before the 
pandemic in many sectors and countries. Comparable to the overarching 
debate on the ‘death of distance’ and the ‘end of geography’ (Cairncross, 
1997), which never really took place (Rietveld & Vickerman, 2004), the 
geography of work had remained fairly traditional before the pandemic. 
Even in Sweden, discussions of commuting distances often did not even 
mention the possibility of working from home (Sandow & Westin, 
2010), showing that even the so-called ‘telecottages’ that had developed 
there in the 1980s were not a phenomenon of importance (Rex & 
Westlund, 2024). On the other hand, pre-pandemic statistics show that 
in Sweden already about 40 % of all workers teleworked usually or 
sometimes (Brouwer et al., 2022).

It is clear that once working from home had started during the 
pandemic, it has remained popular in many contexts afterwards (Aloisi 
& Corazza, 2022; Luca et al., 2024; Smit et al., 2023). We propose to see 
this as a release from Hägerstrand’s constraints, which has made many 
workers free to make different choices on the spatial labor and housing 
markets. The releases are twofold. First of all, the pandemic has made 
teleworking much easier by substantially boosting technological im
provements. Organizations that were reluctant before now had to allow 
working from home, and employees were forced to undergo a trial 
period. Thus, a capability constraint was removed, or rather, it turned 
out not to have been there in the first place, since most IT equipment was 
already available at employees’ homes or on their company laptops – 
including both hardware such as webcams and software such as cloud 
applications (Vargo et al., 2021). The other release is a coupling 
constraint: that of the manager. No longer do managers feel the need to 
consistently overwatch their employees’ work; rather, their manage
ment style has undergone a drastic transformation during the pandemic 
(Babapour Chafi et al., 2022).

Policies relating to the geography of work are slow to catch up. Many 
labour-related policies operate on the national level, with little 

consideration of their local and regional impact; policies at the local and 
regional level are rarely integrated (Avdikos & Merkel, 2020). Although 
some national regulations have a clear impact on remote workers, such 
as visas for digital nomads (Sánchez-Vergara et al., 2023), or the German 
discussions to legally embed a right to work from outside the office 
(Rath, 2023), there is still a wide scope to establish better links between 
multi-local practices with policies of regional growth and 
transportation.

3. Spatial patterns of new ways of working and their co- 
agglomeration with other economic activities

The post-pandemic increase in working from home can easily have 
spatial consequences, as some workers will reconsider their commute 
and thus their residential and working locations. Simply put, working 
fewer days at the office means fewer days of travelling, and thus a longer 
travelling distance is sustainable (Mokhtarian et al., 2004; Ravalet & 
Rérat, 2019), where cheaper, greener, more spacious peripheral loca
tions become attractive. However, there is a drawback to that spatial 
reorganization. Living away from the bustle of the big city and the buzz 
of the office can make employees lonely. To counter that, new waves of 
co-working spaces are opening up in the periphery (Bosworth et al., 
2023). Until recently, the research on the location factors behind the 
emergence of new spaces has been limited to fragmented studies of 
urban areas (mainly cores of metropolitan areas, see for instance Zhou, 
2019; Huang et al., 2020; Bednář et al., 2021; Chen, 2021; Zhai, 2021). 
It has been recently enhanced by applying 15-min city (Di Marino, 
Tomaz, et al., 2022a,b; Mariotti et al., 2022) and hybridity concepts 
(Migliore et al., 2021; Di Marino, Aboutalebi Tabrizi, et al., 2022) to 
explain the upsurge of CSs in urban areas. There is still weak evidence 
that both heterogeneity of use (Zhou, 2019) and high density of com
panies (Huang et al., 2020; Zhai, 2021) matter for location of new 
working spaces. Coworking spaces outside the core have been studied in 
mid-sized cities (Danko et al., 2024; Jamal, 2018), suburban (Ananian 
et al., 2024; Mariotti, Akhavan, & Rossi, 2021) and rural areas (Tomaz, 
Moriset, & Teller, 2024; Smit et al., 2023). Akhavan, Hölzel, and Leducq 
(2023) recognize two significant trends: relocation of remote workers to 
second homes located in attractive places (Ohnmacht et al., 2020; 
Brouwer & Mariotti, 2023; Leducq & Demazière, 2023; Tomaz et al., 
2024), and the urban-rural return from metropolitan areas to the towns 
of origin located in peripheral regions.

In metropolitan areas new working spaces tend to agglomerate in a 
limited number of local clusters, and this has been shown by studies 
around the world (New York — Zhou, 2019, Beijing — Huang et al., 
2020; Zhang et al., 2024; Shanghai — Zhai, 2021; Chen, 2021; Sydney 
— Hsu et al., 2024; but also Milan and Prague — Bednář et al., 2021; and 
Lisbon — Tomaz & Henriques, 2023). For employees who want to live 
and work in the same neighborhood by using such spaces, such an un
equal distribution limits their residential choices. Of course, the situa
tion is highly dynamic, and new clusters often appear in other parts of 
the city during subsequent waves of expansion of spaces (see the case of 
Cairo studied by Mourad et al., 2021; or the case of Warsaw by Smęt
kowski et al., 2021, Méndez-Ortega et al., 2022). In the countryside, a 
similar development is observable, with countries where new working 
spaces have existed for some time are now seeing them spread to more 
peripheral areas (Méndez-Ortega et al., 2024).

It is often argued that new working spaces co-locate with creative 
industries (Akhavan et al., 2019; Mariotti, Di Vita, & Akhavan, 2021; 
Mariotti & Pacchi, 2021; Zhang et al., 2024) and knowledge-intensive 
business services. However, recent comparative research reveals that 
such co-agglomeration is not automatic and becomes contextual shaped 
by, among other factors, the urban spatial structure (Méndez-Ortega 
et al., 2022). The research on co-agglomeration of new working spaces 
and different types of services still remains in statu nascendi.
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4. Effects of new workspaces

New workspaces are believed to contribute to regional development 
(Fai et al., 2024). However, they may also serve both to strengthen and 
to eliminate existing socio-economic inequalities. With the growth of 
income gaps and inter-city disparities in the suburbs and renewed in
terest in central cities (Nijman & Wei, 2020), new working spaces may 
play the role of local talent hubs (Orel et al., 2022) and micro growth 
poles, particularly in urban regeneration processes, where CSs go 
hand-in-hand with gentrification (Akhavan & Mariotti, 2022). The pri
mary effect is then a short-run reduction in inequality across neigh
borhoods – although once a gentrification process is in full swing, 
transformed neighborhoods often become homogeneous again, but now 
at the other end of the socio-economic scale. Using data from a survey 
among managers of CSs in Europe Marmo et al. (2025) argue that 
non-urban CSs provide opportunities for regional and national 
networking. By providing opportunities for strengthening local social 
capital, CSs are argued to improve well-being of their users (Akhavan & 
Mariotti, 2022; Ciccarelli, Mariotti, & Rossi, 2024).

Besides their role in following and strengthening developments, new 
working spaces are also often seen as catalysts themselves (Zolfigol et al., 
2022). However, to what extent do they impact local consumption, for 
local innovation and creativity? Bosworth et al. (2023) cast some doubts 
on the strong relations between CSs and the other actors in the local 
economy. Of course, new working spaces may attract high-skilled pro
fessionals, new ventures and investors. Vogl and Akhavan concluded in a 
literature review of the effects of coworking spaces (2022) that these 
positively impact the urban regeneration of spaces, increasing the value 
of commercial properties in the vicinity and attracting developers. 
Additionally, by establishing communities and networks beyond the 
working life (Marmo et al., 2025), new working spaces reduce depop
ulation and can even foster the influx in non-urban areas (Vogl & 
Akhavan, 2022). This is confirmed by studies from France, which argue 
that CSs operating in remote areas may contribute to territorial resil
ience and bridge the urban-rural divide (Bourdin et al., 2024); and from 
Sweden, where rural CSs help the development of local economies (Rex 
& Westlund, 2024).

On the other hand, CSs bring also negative impacts on individuals, 
organizations and territories (Mariotti & Tagliaro, 2024). They may also 
strengthen spatial inequality, both for a class of workers whose condi
tions are less favorable (Gandini, 2015), and by locating in spots that 
were already on the rise towards a wealthier future. The latter scenario 
plays out particularly strongly in peripheral contexts, where within the 
peripheries those that are well connected (digitally and in knowledge 
infrastructures) are also the ones where most of the coworking spaces 
end up (Méndez-Ortega et al., 2024). Thus, the new opportunities to 
structure work and life as well as opportunities to share knowledge go to 
residents of regions that were already ahead of the competition.

Similarly, there is contradictory evidence with regards to the 
frequently studied impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the new work 
places scene (Akhavan et al., 2023a; Brouwer & Mariotti, 2023; Vogl 
et al., 2024). On the one hand, research by Di Marino, Aboutalebi 
Tabrizi, et al. (2022) carried out in Oslo revealed that during the 
pandemic studied new working spaces produced new links with their 
neighborhoods and local residents. In a similar vein, Trapanese and 
Mariotti (2022) have argued that the COVID-19 pandemic has acceler
ated the need for new working spaces to interact with the neighborhood 
and to become service centers for the community. On the other hand, 
Micek et al. (2024) argue that the local linkages and events (co-) 
organised by coworking spaces have been relatively minor in Eastern 
European capital cities. This negative conclusion is reinforced by Mał
ochleb and Wojnar (2022), who show that during the COVID-19 
pandemic the effects of new workplaces on the development of local 
neighborhood in Polish cities have been rather small.

5. Towards addressing the research questions

The Special Issue contributed to address the following geographical, 
social and organizational challenges and problems in studying new 
workspaces. First, the changes in the spatial organization (RQ1) of work 
are observed in different national settings, both in urban (e.g. Fu & 
Wang, 2025; Wächter & Kramer, 2025) and rural (Mao, 2025; Marinos 
et al., 2025) areas. A subtle suburbanization of work is currently being 
observed with the suburbs becoming more popular (Ciccarelli et al., 
2024; Hostettler Macias et al., 2025). Rural CSs offer and reproduce 
urban lifestyles in the periphery (Mao, 2025). Kapitsinis (2025) reveals 
that remote work unfolds unevenly across European regions, with some 
areas experiencing a higher share of jobs that can be performed 
remotely, leading to shifts in the traditional office-based work model. 
Hence, what new equilibria are evolving between working at the office, 
working at home, and working at new spaces? (RQ2) With new types of 
job contracts (Wächter & Kramer, 2025) CSs seem to foster work-life 
balance by alleviating work-life conflicts and offering environments 
that favor an integration of work and leisure (Ciccarelli et al., 2024). In 
general, by providing flexible work arrangements, new working spaces 
can foster a new equilibrium in work environments (Marinos et al., 
2025). But evidence is conflicting and subject to interpretation: while 
Hostettler Macias et al. (2025) show that in the Swiss case coworking, 
just as remote working in general, can provides for less frequent but 
slightly longer commutes, they also point out existing economic centers 
remain crucial.

In previous research the role of local context in attracting new 
working spaces has been underestimated. This Special Issue argues that 
location factors (RQ3) are strongly context-sensitive. Kapitsinis (2025)
confirms that in Europe technological advancements, changing work 
culture, and different geographical socio-economic characteristics are 
crucial for the intensity of the remote work. Marinos et al. (2025) argue 
that in the French context the level of education, activity in the tertiary 
sector, entrepreneurial dynamism, and general labor market character
istics matter for the emergence of the third places. Proximity to creative 
industries matters for CSs in Central European urban settings (Bednář 
et al., 2024), confirming results of studies from the most developed 
countries (Coll-Martínez & Méndez-Ortega, 2020). Ciccarelli et al. 
(2024) identify the role of soft factors such as work-life balance satis
faction as the trigger for CSs emergence in Italian non-urban areas. In 
their Chinese study Zhang et al. (2025) point out that CSs are established 
in demographically strong, powerful in terms of market and politically 
significant cities. Fu & Wang (2025) reveal that in the Shanghai’s case 
CSs follow lower real estate prices, where relatively affordable land 
prices have attracted the migration of CSs towards the periphery. To sum 
up, the role of cultural, social, and entrepreneurial contexts in attracting 
CSs cannot be neglected.

With co-agglomeration of new working spaces with other economic 
activities (RQ4) the contributions to the Special Issue confirmed that 
there is a large spatial association between coworking spaces and cre
ative industries in selected Central European capital cities (Bednář et al., 
2024). The SI confirms the large role played by accessibility to metro, 
train stations, and local bus stops as it has been already mentioned in the 
literature (Ananian et al., 2024; Hölzel et al., 2022; Małochleb & Woj
nar, 2022).

Perhaps the most intriguing research question, and certainly one that 
reflects the spirit of the times, is on the contribution of new workspaces 
to inequalities (RQ5). The answer to this question is not obvious. On the 
one hand, new workspaces contribute to strengthen existing socio- 
economic inequalities when CSs locate in economically successful cit
ies (Zhang et al., 2025) with strong creative industries (Bednář et al., 
2024). In particular, Zhang et al. (2025) do not support the notion of CSs 
as inclusionary places at all. On the other hand, in some non-urban areas 
new working spaces do manage to reduce depopulation, local in
equalities and commuting by increasing hybridity, and Ciccarelli et al. 
(2024) argue along these lines that they may improve work-life balance 
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in suburban areas and thus decrease inequalities. Likewise, Marinos 
et al. (2025) point at neighborhood revitalization, local economic 
stimulation, and again inclusive urban spaces.

6. Research challenges and directions of future research

The past decade has seen some important contributions that 
reviewed recent social, economic and spatial research of new work
spaces (Kraus et al., 2022; Waters-Lynch et al., 2016). However, as the 
field grows, new research challenges emerge at the conceptual and data 
level.

With regard to conceptual challenges in urban and rural studies 
of new workspaces, we feel links to existing theoretical constructs are 
very weak. Concepts such as urban resilience, localized capabilities, and 
non-firm level agency have not been seriously incorporated; even ref
erences to the creative class literature are relatively rare. As for the 
spatial organization of firms and entrepreneurs, there is ample scope for 
more comparison with related constructs, such as business incubators 
(Kruger & Schutjens, 2020) or creative hubs (Pratt, 2021). Instead, the 
notion of CS is too often treated as a black box – a homogenous space, 
with unspecified users – rather than distinguishing different types with 
regard to size, ownership, the type of building occupied, etc. Moreover, 
in research on location factors of CSs, these are often treated as simple 
service firms, while in fact their location has more complex 
determinants.

With regard to theoretical challenges, the research of new work
spaces in regional economics and economic geography largely suffers 
from weak linkages with existing theoretical frameworks e.g. classical, 
behavioral, evolutionary, institutional, etc. (Mariotti & Micek, 2024). CS 
research rarely relates to these frameworks, and proper integration of a 
theoretical perspective might strengthen the subfield considerably. 
Some researchers in the field have noted in particular the untapped 
potential of the evolutionary framework in the research of CSs and their 
location factors (Mariotti & Micek, 2024).

With regard to other challenges, there are two problems in analyzing 
data about new working spaces. First, we are lacking comparable and 
reliable data enabling cross-country analysis. Second, there is a scarcity 
of longitudinal analyses that would map life cycles of CSs taking into 
account strong temporalities of some of them.

7. Directions of future research

With regard to the neglected, but promising research avenues, we 
would like to raise four. First, we still call for comparative cross-regional 
(see for instance Méndez-Ortega et al., 2024; Kapitsinis, 2025) and 
multi-city studies. It would help to understand the role of various spatial, 
social, cultural and entrepreneurial contexts in shaping the location of 
new workspaces and their change over time. Second, in spatial studies 
the distinction between hybrid (functional hybridity) and non-hybrid 
CSs (Migliore et al., 2021) is rarely drawn. Hybrid CSs are said to 
more resilient, so we should study their spatial forms and drivers in a 
near future. It would help us to address policy challenges such as 
entrepreneurship fostering (as start-up communities Zhao et al., 2020; 
Credit et al., 2024; Lavoratori et al., 2024) and tourism boosting (Vogl 
et al., 2024). Third, whereas some research is focused on 
COVID-19-driven closures of CSs, there is limited number of studies 
about the relocations of new workspaces (for an exception, see Zhurbas 
et al., 2024). Fourth, although we acknowledge scarce contributions on 
the role of regional and local policies in the emergence of new work
spaces (Fai et al., 2024), the future studies of new workspaces and target 
policies should be place-based (Fiorentino, 2023; Fiorentino, 2024; Fai 
et al., 2024; Barzotto et al., 2025) and focus on interdependencies of 
labor market regulations, public regional and local policies and the 
emergence of new workspaces.
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